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. -,
The Institutefor 'Research al. Teething was founded at Michigan State

University in 1976 by ihe,National Institute of Education. 'Following a .

nationwide cdMpetition in 1981; the NIE,awarded a second contract to the IRT, .

extending work through 1984. Funding is also received froin other agencies and ,

'foundations for individual research projects. '-' , -
' .

1,erC' The IRT conducts major research projects aimed' at imprciVing classroorn'
hting, including studies of classroom 'management strategies, studtntsocial-

ization, the diagnosis 121 remediation' of reading difficulties, aria teacher
education. IRT researchW4 are also examining ttie. teaching of specific school
subjects such as reading, writing, general math'ematics, and*science,. and are
seeking to understand how factors outside the 'classroom affect teacher decision
making. ..

. . .
. : . ..

0 . Researchers from such diverse disciplines as: education41 psyChology,
"anthropology, sociology, and philosophy ccoperate.in conducting IRT research.
They join forces with public sclidol teachers, who work at the IRTas half-timp
collaborators in research, helping to design and plan studies, collect: data,
analyze and interpret result's, and disseminate findin*. 4 1

. . 1.
A

, , i -

the IRT publishes research reports, occasional papers; conference pro-
ceedings, a newsletter for practitioners, and lists and catalogs of IRT publica,
tions. For more information, to receive a list or catalog, and/or to be placed on
the IRT 'milling list to receive the newsletter, please write to the IRT-Editor,
Institute for Research on TeaChing, 234 Ericktan Hall; Michigan State Univer-
sits, East Lansing, Michigan 48824-1034.

Co-Directors: Jere E. Brophy and Andrew C. Poster

Associate Directors: 7udith E. Lanier and Richard S. Prawat

Editorial Staff
Editor: Janet Eaton
Assistant Editor: Patricia Nischan
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II, '.6V . * lt .
rThrspstisdy focused-on the amounts and kinds.ocurriculom integration.

-
; . t.c

.

occurring in natura4elementery,classtohm settinsv, on'the contextpal factors..
A *.

.
., I

apsoctated with such integration, and on thy relationihip betwten teachers'

. -
thinking about this variable and theoccurrenee oeibtegracion in their class-

ar
rooms1 The study was conducted in six se1C-containedclassrooms ia metro-

,. . w.

tt folitan area. in central MiChigan. Despite indtcati ond ftom teacher interview

data that teachers generally, ftvored an integrated approach to language "arts
,d, a

instruction, examinptions of the tine logs kept by teachers and observations

made by tht research team-revealed 'that Less than 5% of the time spent in\
-

t'''

language ems instruction actually involved integrated activities. Integra-
,

$ .
,

, -- ., *
ttorfi tthded to osser.oAly in who4e-elass settings under direct teacher super-
.

. - ,

vision.
.
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CURRICULUM INTEGRATION: ITS USE IN'LANGUAGE ARTS INST UCTION

H. Sci;midt, Laura R. Reehler, Jacqueline L. JCaull
Barbara Diamond, David Solomon, Patricia Cianciao, and MargretiBuchmann2

Two broadpa erns of organization'nd planning. cheracter*e elementary
l$

School curriculum developments. The first is baied on the subdivision of cur.r

riculum,:differentiated by.subject.matterareas. 'The second, bufldsPon r9a-
.

tionships among areas of curficuluM by 'Organizing the school day, or portions

of it, as' an integrated whole in whichlvarious subject hatters intertwin In

this paper -we examine teachers' use of Curriculum integration I languag arts

and reading instruction and the relationship. between the level of use of d

teachers' stated ikeliefi about integration:

'

Educators do not agree on which pattern of organization for instruct on

results in the greatest amount and-quality of student_ learning. For exa, le,

the indr#asing emphatls n skill. development has led some to assume that ,
,'

-

e - .
. . ; .

b 'The first threeapthors share joint'and equal respcinsibility for.thi
work. William H. Schmidt co- -coordinated the now.- completed Language Arti

Project and is chairperson of the Deparee6C of.COunseling, Educational

t Psychology, and Special Education as well as professor of educational scat a .
tics in MSU's College of Education. Laura R. Roehler co-coordinated the
Language Arts Project'and'is an associate professor of student teaching Ian
professional 4evellopment in MSU's. College of Education. She now co-:. .. '

,
coordinates the Teacher Explanation Project. Jacqueline L. Caul worked on the ,

Language Arts rroject and.is.an.assistant professor of teacher education.

2Barbaia Diamond is a former teacher col;nbotatot and member of the , .,
Language Arts Project. She is airway a graduate assistant in teacher e .
cation at MSUis College of.Educationi David Salomon was a research assist .,.

...

who worked on the Language Arts4roject. He IA now a .;onsultant with the

the Language Arts Project and is' a professor 4f teacher,, education i NSU's

.

... NSU's Computer Oser.Information Center. Patricia tiaudolo was ;a mber.o

il;

.

.

College of Education. Nargrerluelmenp, who worked on thi Lanus e.Arts . ,

Project and now coordinates the Conceptual Project, is ea HSU seta '7
taut professors' of teacher education. 0 . ,

.

..
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differentiatedinitruction
.
must be maintained in language arts.and feeding

.\ -
-;'

inetruction. As,beaiden (1976) has stated:
.

. .
,-.

, .

A
.

. .

The langliage ski)Ls of reading and writibg require specif? ..,! ..

ic.instruction and practice however much they are sur- .- '.
;

rounded by ,a context of interests .0etopic-rolevance..
(p..144) ''' i

The general hypothesis of

level component processes

theAuterfarenee effects between basic and higper-

(as diseased by Glaser, 1981) is donsistent with

. Dearden's. view of language instruCtion.Investigations or reading, comprenen-
-

sion, for example, suggest, that it is Probably not possiblM attend simul-

:
"Ataneously to two attention demanding tasks.(Leagold & Perfetti,-1978;1981.).

,

Researchers claim that the beginning reader alternately coricentiatO. on the
, 0

,

.

basie decodkng skills of Word recognition and then on considering whatmeaning '

.

% I / ',
the word Las in the text.IPerfetti and Lesgold.. (1979) suggdst that/ the previa-

2

.

tube integration, of 4°component process.with other processes an lead to a,

breakdowil in overall proficiency.
.*

Proponents o;)integration.argue, on the other hand, that, valuable as the

. emphasis on skill-goalscis, it is inadequate as a. total conception of goals'

. . . .

for elementary education. Attention needs to be given to the Application of'
.

.

skills within a context of subject matter. .Furtherm6re, integratiOn of Ian-
. .

. guage 'arts and skillswith other.duhjects appears to be a way to allocate the
.

. . . °
. :. .

time needed to raise language skill .competence without sacrificing subject-

4

natter goals.; r - . .
.

. . .

With these distinctions in mind, the present studrfecUses, on' the amounts
.

- , .

and types of curriculum integration in natural ciassroosi settings, the, contex-,
. to --...,

.

tual fattors associated withintegriOion in these settings, and the relation-
. . . .,

1.

ship between teachersythinking about integration in their classrooms and the - .

41P

actual use of curriculum integration.'
.

'

.1 .
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Conceptual Distinctions.

M

.

. A 4 .
. ; ' .

Several conceptual distinctions have guide d our work. We define

/
.

.

integration as ,the purposeful intertwining oT subject matters to achieve mul-

tiple goals. Thus, the mere Presence of other.contiqt does not constitute an
e . -

.

h -
integrated lesson. Ifefor-example4 att

1

icher Asks students:to punctuate a
. .. ..

#
series of sentences describing Alaska

'
one cannot assume that tOe' stUdents are

.

attending tattle content about Alaska. Attention to content becomes. more
.

.

likely if the teachers make angexplicit;'perceptible effort, to peas that con-

.
tent aswell as the language skills. This becomes particulaily important in

light oftypical classroom practices. Schedules placed on the board at the

beginning Of the diylenerally refleCt .segmentation of subject-setter during'.
; ... , .-. . .

. ?

the school day. Children
-.

tend to learn better whe they ,are cued to specific
, "' . v .

.

content goals but such sues ar9ikely to impici the locus that, students'
.

.
''''

N.

ttrItunt to integrated instruction. \", IL
&

% : 0
.

.Based on the differentiated thing that katUrally in mof* eleman-. .'-
. - "\

.
.. " .

tary clissrooms, we.distinguished beweenythe major 'add minor focus of each

I

,

integrated activhty. in addition, the multidimensional focus of the langufge

. . .

arts and reading currtculia adds complexity to the notion of Integratio
,

,

because each language skill cark be integrated both witiother content areas
.,

and Frith other langdage .

t ,

4

.. In fact, three disiifict types of languageartsntegration can bs iden-

% ..40' .'

tified. In Type 1 integration, language skills are thi major emphasis of the

%,
. . , ..-

lesson and .some other content.area iwintegrated as &Einar fodUs'of the'in-
.,,

.. . 'kw

struction. 'Type 2 integration occiiirs When noniangweitt content serves as` the.
.4. -%

l

major focua'of the

, Type I integration

This thiid

lesson, with language skills integrated as the mare focus. --

occursthenlanguage skills are integ rates with each other. '

. .

s'
integration Vbes not ariv prom the nature/

4
linkage ok .

(
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language skills wi h the content to which skills are being applied or
...

1. I

preogced, but r her from the belief .that all language skills ,are commonly
, .. .

i 'ft ... ...

related to-communication and therefore naturally intertwined for instructional

:

. .

purposes. ..

is . ,

To desdribe ele nature of language arts integration,
.

five discrete -areas

.. . .
of language instruction were identified:. reading, including all instances of

.

. - ki

.direct Instruction in readitirg-ikills; language. instruction, lalcluding original

.

4.

4
writing;

tuation,

creative

writing mdchaulcs,-including the areas.oflenmenship, spelling, punc-
.

I.

grammar usage, and sentefici,composition; oral expression, including

drama and, speech; and library study Akins.

"Sttld

4 cs

4 The study was conducted in serf-coritathed classrooms in a:metropoli-
,

ten area of central Michigan. In one of the six classrooms, two teachers .

team- taught: All'perticipating teachers were asked to keep logs for three-

months, recording the beginning and ending times for each instructional period

of the day,'ihe.instructional intent, and the material used iril!ach lesson.
. .

.6 .
.

..).Project staff observed,in each classroom on six days during the same three-'
. .,

.

. .
..

month period and recorded their observations in stroctured field notes. The

,..

data.from the observations and logs were collected and coded consistent with '

. 1 .

Hainischfeger and Wileyei (1980) pa#adigm for describing a pupil pursuit,
.. .

,.
.

cluding the specificationi for mode of teacher supervision, particular,group-

ing used, aad curricular content. i

..
.

. ,

Data colle *ed during the observations substantiated the accuracy of the.
,

.
log in reflectingithe amount _of instruction provided in each of the general ..

P 1., 0

4
0* instructional areas,(Solomoh,11981). We used'regreseion techniques to relate

..
the observitional and 1 g'date, allowing a detailed examination of the error

* .

.components inVdlved in Characterizing pupil pursuits fro! log data. Wh.le log
,

t 0
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/

data provided reasonable estimates for the overall amOunt of time assooiated

)

!with thOlifferpnt subject matters averaged over students and over days, the
0

error bias more substantial at the individual student level. However, in'this

5

... .'

paper the focus is mostly on the former Vpeof data. As a part of thi'S

I .
n

study, reliability regarding the coding of the. logs vas estimated to baV '

. ,.,
.e 1.

, r = :70 too .90..
1- . 4 . .

1,.1
1,

.

Teacher logs-constituted the primary data source for two reasons. First;'"
. .

observation data are based only on 6 days worth 1f activity while log dataare
,

based on 49-60 days worth: .fecond-, log date ilescribe not only pupil pursuits

but also the teachers instructional intent oegoals for the lesson. _While
A

this amid have been inferred from the obse vational data,, an additional

.
. .. -

*
,

source .of ,error would have been introduced. 7
t -

.

'Teachers' logs were used to make judgm minorenti about the major and nor con-
.

I $ , 4

'-tent of each lesson. Thus if the objectives given by the teacher centered on

+ other and, if the, teachers' instructional objectives and content specifica-

one subject matter, then a single focus was coded for that segment. On the
.

.

tions 'indicated content ranging across different subject matters, the segment
1 ..

.6
1 t.

t.! . it 1

was'coded
t

ias hiving instructional content in amajor area as yell as n one,,ord
..

.
.

more minor areas. ,We distinguisUed between major and minor foci aster exam-

.

f P
,10

ining both the classroom schedule and teachers' comments onthe logs.

. .
A data. file, coipiled.for each adident in the study,, contained the amount

of `'time that the student spent in a given instructional Se nt, the type of
.

P _

diiteacher supervision: an ate nature of the content coveted.f h td After collecting.
.

all observation and log data, we condUcted follow -up interviews to privet
.- .

.

.

0. cuing the teale0.towarAd integrating.behaviors.3 .--.4,..4-
6

.. '

1

016

4

'30pe of the six teachers, Teacher 2, joined the research team as a'
teacher tollaborato followlhg the - observational and log phase of.:che st4Hy.
and was therefore n t included in4the interview phase. . 1

t



r ) - e

..*

Is

N.

6 .

,

Intervietr focused on'teschers' conceptions and beliefs stout curriculum

integration. Three structured interview questions, including one simulation

, activity, a4dressed-ttie issues exploredin this
0
paper:

- 1. Wheo;you't,sch a subject. tter such a science, social studies, .

or 'language arts, do yod use acttitie from Ither subject areas?

. . .

2. 'what do y think of this.statem ent? Teaching depends on dividing
, the school day into chunks of time for each separate subject matter`

area.

3. Let's assume that you have decided to teach the following three
topics in a self-contained classroom. Weather and climate for

'science; telling time, clock, and calendar in mach; and Canada and
Mexico for social studies. Yoy also have to Leach reading, language
arts, and art. What would you want to cover within these topics and

' when? (Teachers were asked to think aloud as they tilled out A
weekly plansheet.)

*

) 4 Results
J.

Y.
3

The data represented id Table 1 indicatd, for each,classroom, the totaX '

,

amount of instructional time spent in the three types of integrated actiyities

. . ,

projected over the school year (assuming a 180-day school year). Great vari-

ability existed among th(six teachers in this .study 1.1 the amount of time;

. . ,N
.

they spent in .Type 3 activities (where two language arts skills are inte-

'prated). One teacher spent approximately 4.5 hours while another speSt over

103 hours 1 Type 3 activitielp This, time represents only about 1% of the

.

total time the fi6t teacher spent in language artsins6ruciion compared to

31% for the second leacher.
.11116

T.
Substantial variability occurred in Type 1 activities. Teacher 1 spent

es ?little aa 2-hours-during the yea, with a major focus,on language stalls ,and

atminor'focus on some other Content'," while Teacher 6 spent some 67 hours in

:IL , -
this type of activity. Data in Table 1 also iddtCate the amount of time

J
.

tether's spent' in Type 2 aciivities..(nOn-languSge subject matter ad the major
.
% . .

,

focus, language skills as the minor focus).. One of the teachers spent no time
' .

d'

. in Type 2 activities, while another teacher 'spent almost 50 hoqrs.
, 0 . ..

.
....,

1 . .

, 1 10 * . ,

. .. * . ,.' . .

se,



Table 1

Hours' Spent pertYear in Types 1-3 Integrative Activities

Classroom
Observation

tigjor: Language Skill 'Major: Other than Language
Content Area .00

Major: Language Skill

Minor: Convnt Area
With , Without

Minor: Language Skill
With Without,

Midor: Language Skill
With Without,

(Type +1)
0

(Type 2)

1.61 339.57 ,
o 219.4

2 51.52, 197.67 13.87 224.10

3 6.97 ,265.44, 1, 9.54 37840

4 10.37 313.35, 9.09 286.20'

24.97 154.56 ' 2.77 345.60..

6 67.41 185:89 49.59 341.70
A

(lype4)

99.90

65.17 ;

-14.k2

43.60
A 00'

5.20- 4'.32

1-'

2./0.07

184 ;07

267.99

298.12

153.14 $ ": 150.16
. -

111

OV

1

e

11-*

I
r.

t



y
s

. .

Adding the amountof time in Column 1 (Table 1) with that in Column 3

yields the total amount of integracion of language skills With other subject

matter content. Projected over the school year, Teadher6 spent as much as

117 hours in suchintegratedinstrbction. This is.more than twice as ouches
)

1 fbi the teacher who allOcated the nextolargest amount of time, and more than

2

/

50 times the amount allocated by theteacher who integrated the least,

of inti ration

To determine hem differences' in- time allocated to integrative mictivities

,

migheeffect the overall curriculum, we dfvided the sample into three groups

based, on the tot

The first group,

of iategration.

. rooms with' modest levelsof integrative activity. Th6 final group, Teachers .2
1. .

8

alNzinount of integration described in the preceding paragraph.

Teachers 1.and 3, represented two -classrooms4with.low levels.

The second group, Teachers 4 and 5, represented two class- .

and 6, represented-two cliassrooms'wheue a substantial amount,of

integratipg'fanguage instruction with other subject matter.

time was. spent

The amount of time teachers Spew in separate language arts and.reading

activities decreased as he amount of it increas!. The'twO teachers
. -- ,

.' , .

Oho spent the least time in integrated activity allocated 340 hours over the .0...'
..0

school years for language and reading tnstcuction. .Thode chers. who Ante- -
-- ...

_ A
%

1.
.

.: . '
grated the most allocated- only:216 hours. The two moderate, integrators spent

. , .
e

around 323 hours. .. ...

...-.4.-- .

0 . .
1 - . * .

Teathers who integrated the'mostSpen 22 hours over the year
--
in instiuc-.

.

. tion related to literature: They spent three to' five times more instructional'
.

hours ou.literature than those doing.the least, amount of integratiod. In the

area of art
3

the teachers who integrated the most spent around .50 .lours of'

'

inetruction on art,*wheieas those who Integrated the least epent.only around
,

.

= hogs. :. -

r
11.1.Se" c

A

t

-
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.

In music, teachers whg integrated moderately spent more time in music

than either Or the other two groups...

only 12 hours over the school year in

46 hours, an those 'who integrated the most spent 33 hours.

9

Teachers who integrated the leist spent

music, whereas those in the piddle spent

There wait a striking lack 'of integration -of mathematics and science with

language skills. Differences in time allocated. to mathematics and science Oil

. ,
. .

the six classrooms apperensay reflects the priorities individual teachers'
*

placed on these subjects independent of their willingness to integrate len-

!'

. guage!arts with Wire subjects. Thus, thosp teachers mtic; integrated the most

averaged 3p.61 minutes of-mathematics instruction per day,1while those with

the lowest level of integrated activity averaged' 35.26 minutes per day.
. -

.

There was.e'similar pattern in science..,
.

All six teachers, however, integrated, to some extent, social studiesNm- .

struciion with language skirls. It is particularly interestingto note that
I

.
. / ..

:

the pattern of rime'allocations in:Voc41studies relatilit Ao'the groups of
. t ,-.... ..6, 1

Magb, moderate, Sid low iniegratas reversed when integrated ttmemes Con.:
c.

sidered, The. group of low integrators had 1the largest amount of time alto-

.

:cated &pon-integrateesocial seudies.insuctionsvereging 7.81 minutes
. .

Per day., The high integrators averaged only 13.56 minutes per day, while the

moderate integrators averaged 14,01 minutes per day. When integiated social

studies activities were considered,"tbe pattern reversed, with the high

integrator averaging 27.38 minutes per day, and both :the moderate and low

integrators averaging 22.33 minutes per day of social atudie instruction.

f

5/

te

ration
A

$

\\
Not surprisingly; teachers integrate alnoat,all of the language skills \ 1

'with other content, The language arts skill Areas most often integrated vitro

reading and writing. Integration of.writing =ebonies was very small and

4

t

14

I
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4

.
,

integration of oral expression skills, varied considerably from teaqier to .

/:.7) ,

teacher. Reading skillswera integrated most frequently wit h literature. q

10

Writing skills were integrated witn-social studils alittie less OfiNlial4 as

much.aa.with art.

Type 2 Integration.

*There were large variationitn Type 2 integration (non-language arts

skills as minor); the range was from no'lindication in'ClissroomPI1O instances
1

of sosaAntegration in each language'arts skill category in the, content areas

. : .
.

and -art
..

of literature end social studies and in several categories in science and art

. ,...

in Classroom 6. In allclassroomakrhere integration of 'this typeoccurred,,

instances of integration clustered in the content areas of literature and
r:\,\ x

-------
.

..,

social studies with some integration occrring in science. No single language
l

. arts skill area emerged. as the-most likely area to be integrated with subject

4
matter content.

;

pe 3 IntegratiOn
. .

Teachers vary in the amount and in ,the nature of Type 3 integration .

(language skills with language skills). Teacher 2, who did a.gr-at deal of

integration, of languag laksiiii.ather content areas., algo-integrated a

fair
s..
amour& of instcuct on across the language areas.. This .teacher, for exam-

ple, integrated reading, original writing,oand writing mechanics. She also

i

4ntegrated'writing ifistrnAion'Ilith library skills and as oral expression with

original writino.

ConteXtuai Variables
' -

. 4
.

Pupil pursuits. Though the'amonqt and type of integration varied among .
- -

.classrooms, a number of consistencies existed across classrooms relative to

supervisory and grouping conditions. Moat of tile integrated time was spent

't

I

)
I

ti



t,

under direct teacher supervision, With the whole classroom as-the target

group. Essentially no integrated instruction occurred in smallrgroup set-

4
tings Only one class of pupils reeived'substantial amounts of integrated

instruction individually supervised by the teacher as an outgrowth°of a pre-
.

ceding whole -class integrated lesson. In this cleSsoom, the children spent

time working individually on follow-up activities and took turns going up for

5-do 10-minute working sessions with the leacher.
. .

.,

t
t

Academic ability. Teachers were asked to rate the reading and general

cademic ability 'of each student in their classroom. Children were rated at,

d,

above, or below gr,cde level with respect to reading achievement and general
$

academic ability. Using these designations, an analysis (MANOVA),was per-

formed that identified the.extent.to which children perceived to be ordiffer-

ent abilities received differing amountaiof integrated instruction. The

tlesults suggested that in each of the six classrooms teachers' perceptions.of

students' abilities did.not affect the amount of intedated instruction they

received. (Neither the interaction of classrooms and perceived ability

(p < .4) nor the main effect for perceived abiltty (p < ,6) were significant.)

Time frames for planning. The data were examined to determine the extent

to which integrated Instruction was prOvidei on a consistent basis over an

extended period of time. Where theaajor focus was language arts skills and
A

the minor focus w as anothet subject Rater, Teacher 4; who integrated a soder-
,

.

ate amount, seems to have provided a single unit intwhich she,OAd a fair .

1+ ,. . j
. -

amount of integrated instruction. On the other hand, Teachee.5 provided a

large amount of integre ed instruction on several days fairly well spaced
i

-.,

-thrOughout the- threeraontb peribd. ,Thertterns'of Teachers 2 and 6, IshO pro-

, --

vided the tersest AhOUnt of integiated instruction, differed markedly from

s

,

4v
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de 12

.1R. thoiee'oUthe other teachers.. Within a 6- to 8-day period, Teacher 2 conducted'
if.

A1 \ .

a large amount of integrated activity, then basically no integrated instruc-

t

Lion occurred for another 8- to 10-d period. Then another concentred

amount of integrated instruction followe Teacher 6 had a similar pattern.
*

similar pattern of concentrated integration during instruction occurred

when ainon-lSnguage subject matter was the major foctis of the lesson and de

language skills a secondary focus. Teacher 6, who provided the largest amount

of this type of integration, also appeared to integrate subjects based on some

type of unit planning.' A fair-amount of this type 4,integrated instjuction
.

occurred over a 5-day'period followed by a 7-day period in "ch she used this

type.of integrerion on all but 4 of the 7 days.

. 'Teachers' Conceptions oeIntegration

411

' In the follow-up inteuwiew, all five teachers reported that they favored

0"" .

subject-matter integration. However, the documented number and nature of in-
.

tegrative activities varied considerably. Teacher 1 provided no concrete

examples, while Teacher 6 giVe specific examples of using reading, language

arts, literature, and science content in art instruction. Teacher 5gave

examples of using content frdm language arts and social studies in reading in-

struction; Teacher.3 reported examples of using content fromscience, social

studies, and art in re ading and language arts instruction; and Teacler
.

4 cited'
4

,examples of how science and social studies content could be Used in language

arts instruction. Teacher 1 was the only teacher. who agreed with the state-

dint that teaching depends 'On dividing the school day idto chunks of time fOr

each separate subject area. He stated that he believes that students general-

ly need organization and that clear-cut divisions boween subject-matter in-
.-

3 struction help focus students' attention. All other teachers intervielfed

f

A

t

r

S
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d

.
$

cited efficient use of Otme ss the ior reason for rejecting highly
.

compartmentalized instruction.
. .

s

An assessment of each teacher's trength of cqnviction concerning

integration was made based on whether

' integration and whether or not the t

the teacher.gave detailed examples of
.

ocher had a -definite rationale for

13*

%

integrati Teachers 3, 5; and 6 4re rated as strong in their conviction to
.

.,- integrateTW acher 1 was rated as trong in his conviction nov.to integrate,

end, although minimally supporting integration, Tescher 4 was rated weak in

heconviction to integrate.

. .

What varied considerably 'also g _teachers was the extent to 'which they

planned subject;-integrated activi ies in the simulation and their reported

strstegies for implementing rhos planse We analyzed teachers' responses to

assess their perceptions of sub ect-matter permeability and their degree of

willAgess to shorten or exten time boundaries. Their perceptions of

subject-matter permeability appeir,to affect how much they integrated

subject-matter. Most notably

Lion at the same time across

eatiblishing reading instru

Teachers 1, 4, and 5sceduled reading instruc-
.

the week, placing it in the schedule first, thus

Lion as 'a constant that was never Changed as the

rest of the lessons were p anned. These same teachers stated that they would

teach mh separately as 11, although the time frame was

Teac er 1 consistently maintained definite time slots
0

These were generally s tt periods (about 40-minUtes). On

not as rigid.

for each subject.

one occasion te

mentioned relaxing th tilebounaaries, stating that he would use a longer

at-ittime slot the end of the week Lo "tie things together.",
t

.

----4....4

,16,,, r ralso used small time slots bir each subject. .She was very
_

. .

1
strict about touch ng on every subject every diy. She scheduled 20 minuted

I .

for social studi tad 20, minutes for Ictence ,each-day, never relaxing the

time boundariek to combine content from two subject.mattfrso

I8*
1V,



4

/ P

/ C

-,
14

'.
In contrast, Teachers 3 and,6 both talked of using long time units and

. , .

.
planned accordingly. Teacher 3 planned with flexib2joundaries.throufhout

v.:-

.

,.-
. -

.
the morning, combining several subjects during that time. Teacher 6 replaced

-,

.

4

her traditional basal ,reading time on one day, a longer titre slot to
. _

include reading, language arts, 'and art as an introduction to a unit on -Alaska

and Hawaii.

Relationship Between Beliefs and Actions

The relationahiP between the teachers.' stated beliefs about subject-
.

. .

matter integration and their actualuseof it in language aits instruction are

summarized in'Tehle 2. Observation and log data indicate ,that-Teacher.1 spent

/(only two.hours during the year in Integrated language arts instruction. This

, finding is consistent with the beliefs he stated durint the follow-up inter-

view. Teacher 6, the highest intewitor of language.arts,caniket (117 houti
,

during the year); was one of the strongest proponents of,subject-aatter inter
..

1

-Iration as indicated by the interview analysis. TeaChdi 4 was a moderate

integrator of language arts '(35.9 hours per year). In thg inte;viek she

stated a belief that subjects generally should be integrated, but she was

-rated weak' on her commitment to integration. In the aimulated planning. activ-

ity', she maintained separate subject matter bopndaries except inscience and

-

social studies. 7 e-

Teacher 5, a moderate integrator, also stated abelief p.the concept of

integration--in tact she was quite adamant-about it. In the planning activ-
,

ity, however, she maintained separate subject matter boundaiies, integrating

only to a limited extent. Teacher 3 demonstrated pheOnly g laring-inconsis-r

tency between beliefs and action. "Although he was 8 low integrator in prat;

Lice, he stated inAthe'interview that he strongly, faVored.enbject -matter I

..integratioa, partteplarlylin langloge arts. In the weekly planning activiei,

/ \t.s..
1
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he readily relaxed boundariea and was the only teacher who Slated he would

integrate all subjects.

*

Tihle 2

Teachers' Subject-Integrated Instruction with Language Arts as

the Major or Minor Focus and a Profile of Their Beliefs About It

1

15

S,

Teacher Hours per Years

1 1.6

4

.5

I

16.5

(' $
science and social studies.

. A
19.5 . Agrees with combining subjects'. .

Relaxed content boundaries butnot time .
boundaries. Did not relax reading .and... .

J; ,
. language arts boupdaries in planning. ,

i

Talked 'of language arts '
.

,
(particularly kiting) with other ..

subjects. 't 1 -

.

4

Belief Profile
411

Keeps subjects segregaitd. .

Does not relax subject'boundaries ot eav"-.
,boundarAes in planniftg.

-Wes not integrate language arts with other
. subjects.

rsv
4

Liles to combine subjects.
Relaxesjoundaries of time and subjects.
Integrated reading and language arts with

;,

.

27.7 Agrees ;lath combining subjects. ,

Relaxed content boundaries in language arts .

and apcialstudies .in cursory way--not in .

-reading, science, loath: Did not rslax, .
.0-

. .
time j mindaries. a

.

, . .

. . ,

117.0 Talked of integrating writing w4h Social
studies.

'Likes to combine subjects.
1:
at

Relaxed beundaries'of subject matter and
time.

. Talked of integrating language arts with
science, social studies, art, reading.
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-^ Conclusions
N

V

-

4

I.

( Despite indications frouCtlie interview data ,th at teachers generallY
. .

.
'.., .. .

.

. .

f vor an ;integrated approaCh to language.arts'instruction, only minimaldevelq,
.

' .

l integration were actually observed.. Based on an average of 1200 Mims Of

, . .

school per year, integrated langu ge arts activities accounted for less than
...e'-'

-107:

.-

Of the avaitable ilertructiona me in all classrooms studied.
- .

.
.

.41

.

.

: . k
. Interview'data indic 4 that these five teachers believed subjectmstier-

integratiA was a means to increase efficiency of. instruction, and-it was sub-
.

-
.. ,

stantiated by the observation and log data: A difference of

.1

almost
*
50 hours

.

in non-integrated,language arts instructiob was obtained between those
,

. ..

. 4. g .teachers who integrated most and those who integrated least; this indicates

that if teachers believe they areidequitely covering language instruction by4./ +
. . w-- 0

, 1
.integrating it with other subject matters, they feel less compelledvto spend,

- f.

more time on designated language artj instruction, thus gaining mote time in
.

r ..

the curriculum. This difference appears'io have startlinuffects when one

considerate time allocated to literale:and art. the amount of, time, spent

.4/

in art and literature in high integrators' classrooms, was more than dOdbte the
. , . *

1

N.1.amount of time spent in tjese areas in low integrators',classrOomi.

A comparison of the two data sources suggests that teachers perceptions

0 the permeability of subject matter and time boundaries ar;c1 their level Of

A 1

use of unit planning are relat ed.to the amount of integrated instruction that

actually occurs in their classrooms. Lo$ data revealed that teachers who -

, .

integrated subject matter most often did it in fairly concentrated way. The
.

.
. ,,O ,

intense periods of integtation were genera lly followed by lengthy periods in
k . .

which no integrated instruction occurred, This suggesti that integration is
,

planned during unit planning.

t I .

%21 .
t
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4.

4 . . ;
With the exceptio2 oftTeach 3; t osefeishers who approacyf the

c all v.
plannizt simulation by starting viehrigtesubjecE:matter or time boufidaries

i.
were much less likely4to int/egiate instrilction ti ttAir classrooms. In the

- 3.t' 4 ,. . . g.. ,4 _ 1 ,et.

simulatedplanning activity, reading sandhiWthematids were treated as impermes
V °

-..s. . 4 . .. .

.
ahre-subSecv-matter areas by four teachers and 101 assigned rigid, time slots .4.

c.

in the schedule. These tedther-planning kildifiors' were consistent with obser-
, .

A '
and "log data indica ting the absence, ,ii all six classrooms,' of any

.
1

infegrationoi- reading skills withsubjia matter ta.small-group contexts. .'

Futute research in this area shou)d focuson gsitAg a better understand-
*

el
oc-ing of why such low levels of intitraaon actally cur in classrooms despite

'1

teachers' stated beliefs ,th
. .

. studied, integrationgeneilill

. Cine

. e

can: speculate that, thripei their!'feachin dxperiences, these
0

.

.

integration,isdesifihke. In the classrooms
e

f '

occuged.only in whole7c1 asi settings.
#41,.

.
teachers have becdma overly sent:Wye to wlidt psychologists call interference

. effect

4

. 4
# 0 ' A

s; this results in an unspolw belief that direct teacher'supervIsion'is

g . ..... .. V . A g . 1.,
1 Ati .

ary to hel;studentsfocus oniultiple ioneet'gdals. At the same time,
lg. - .

,.. ...dee. . , .. . .- . .

the, stress on basics his resulted' in a teeaimg technology that'-r motes
- .". .' _

.

. .

vidual seatwork or small -group_acttvities. Time alloCatiOnstudies indicate
. J.

..,./ .. *
. -

that most language arts Ustruction occur- in individhal-or smell-group set- ..F1
. .

tings (Roehler, SShmidt," Elk Buchma;i'h: ?98.1).. Tile: constraints lapdsed by skill ...--

4 .'. .

focusediinstructional strategies appear to, overate,,indegndentli of teacher
.

--. .
I.- .

beliefs about integration, resulting in aisal'le#els of integration Iihstrlic -
.....ar . ft oil.

. o
..

. ,-
.

tion in elementary classrodaw. 1 '

A

4.

I

t

,
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